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1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

a. Claims 1,3,5-7,9-1 1,lg.15-17,19,21-23,25 and 27-29 are rejected under 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mueller et al., or Mueller et al. in 

view of Adamo, 

Mueller teaches a vehicle security system with sensors 250, controller 
means 200, a siren 33, shock detector circuit 250, and means 252/254 for 
causing a siren to sound responsive to a security alarm signal, and for 
controlling a signal 228/242 responsive to detected shock, except for 
specifically disclosing use of a housing, for carrying the siren generator, 
shock detector and transducer for causing siren to sound. 

However, since Mueller discloses use of a housing for 
receiver/controller 14 (see Fig. 1), choosing to provide a housing for other 
components of the alarm system would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, in order to protect components from damage due 
to environmental and positioning factors, such as moisture, rocks, tar, 
engine heat, etc. 

Furthermore, choosing to take plural known components and make 
integral in a common housing would have been an obvious matter of 
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engineering choice, lacking some unexpected result (see In re Larson, 
340 F.2d 965 968 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CPA 1965)). 

In the present claims, no housing structural elements are claimed 
which would have led to an unexpected result by placing plural 
components within the housing. The claim merely recites "a common 
housing" for carrying the components. 

Choosing to use a housing with plural components would have 
been an obvious manner of engineering choice, based on such factors as 
whether a new vehicle was used or alarm was a retro-fit, available space 
in engine compartment, desirability for replacement of a whole alarm 
system for maintenance versus replacement of individual elements, and 
other considerations which would have been obvious to an ordinarily 
skilled artisan. 

Furthermore, Adamo teaches desirability of using a common 
housing 85 to house a vehicle security alarm system including shock 
sensing means 17 and siren means 91 (Fig. 5, col.6). 

It would have been obvious to use a common housing as 
suggested by Adamo in conjunction with the alarm system in an engine 
compartment as suggested by Mueller, in order to provide for a better 
protected, more easily maintainable, installable and replaceable vehicle 
security system, for the reasons as given previously with regard to 
Mueller. Also, placing a housing inside an engine compartment would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, in order to prevent 
tampering, since it is common to lock engine compartments to prevent 
access thereto except by authorized persons. 

Regarding claim 3, Mueller has armed/disarmed modes (col. 7, line 

9). 

Regarding claims 5-6, Mueller teaches providing different levels of alarm based 
on shock intensity (col. 7. line 60- col. 8, line 2; col. 8, lines 40-58). 

Regarding claim 7, siren 33 would have inherently included some type of speaker 
means. 

Regarding claims 9-10, Mueller teaches use of receiver 14 and remote 
transmitter 20, the transmitter capable of sending different codes (col. 5, line 15; col. 13, 
lines 9-20). 

2. Claims 2,12,20 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mueller et al., or Mueller et al. in view of Adamo, either further in view 
of Suda. 

Suda discloses a vehicle security system wherein the security system is disabled 
when ignition is turned on (col. 7, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to use a system disabled command upon 
engine ON condition in a system as disclosed by Mueller, or Mueller and Adamo, 
in order to prevent false alarms. 
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3. Claims 4,^14, 1 8 ,2 4 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mueller et al., or Mueller et al. in view of Adamo, either further in view 
of L'Esperance et al. 

L'Esperance teaches a vehicle security system employing both a shock sensor 

44 and hood switch 16. 

It would have been obvious to use a hood switch in combination with a 

shock sensor in a vehicle security system as disclosed by Mueller, in order to 

protect a vehicle from a larger number of intrusions. 

Since L'Esperance teaches that hood switch and shock sensor are directly 

connected via means 10, choosing to operatively couple the two sensors in a 

system as taught by Mueller, or Mueller and Adamo would have been obvious, 

merely depending on the locations of the sensors in the vehicle, since they would 

both be interconnected to the system controller. 

Regard i ng c l aim 0, o i ncc L'Esp er ance d i sc l oses hood sw i tch muuntbU - 

within eng i ne compartment, choos i ng to p l ace other s ocur i ty cyotom oompononto 

b md e r th e hood wou l d have boon obv i ouo, i n order to prov i de protect i o n f r o m th e 

etement sdnd t ampet l ny. - 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Brent A Swarthout whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2979. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 6:30 to 4:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supen/isor, Jeff Hofsass, can be reached on 571-272-2981 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Brent A Swarthout 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2636 
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